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question ia unnecessary. However, an apparent confusion in the recent decisions 
deserves some attention. 

While the board's findings of fact are undoubtedly conclusive on this court (see 
Rayner v. Sligh Furniture Co., 180 Mich. 168, 146 N. W. 665; Lindsteadt v. Sands 
Salt & Lumber Co., 157 N. W. 64), it is clear that the legal conclusions of the Indus- 
trial Accident Board, when based upon findings of fact, are subject to the super- 
vision of this court. See recent cases, Bischoff v. American Car & Foundry Co., 157 
N. W. 34; Robbins v. Original Gas Engine Co. (157 N. W. 437; Pub. Health Repts. 
Sept. 1, 1916, p. 2375). If it is clear upon the facts found by the board that, as a 
legal conclusion, an injury was not accidental, or that it did not arise in the course 
of the employment, a contrary conclusion awarding compensation will not be allowed 
to stand. The act does not make the board's legal conclusions binding on this court. 
It was said in La Veck v. Parke, Davis & Co. (157 N. W. 72), that "where there is 
testimony upon which the accident board can base its conclusion, we will not review 
its action," and cases were cited to support this rule. But we were referring then 
to a conclusion of fact. In Redfield v. Compensation Insurance Co. (183 Mich. 633, 
150 N. W. 362), the findings of the board which were treated as final when supported 
by any evidence were matters purely of fact. In Bayne v. Riverside Storage & 
Cartage Co. (181 Mich. 378, 148 N. W: 412), the question whether the pneumonia which 
caused the death was caused by a particular straining was one purely of fact, and, 
since the testimony was conflicting, it was a matter for the determination of the ac- 
cident board. It was not intended to hold that whether that which caused the 
pneumonia was an accident, and whether the accident, if it was one, arose in the course 
of the employment, were purely questions of fact for the board. 

Since it has not been shown that the board exceeded its power or acted fraudulently, 
we must conclude that the hernia was caused by the strain, on the 29th of May, and 
the order allowing compensation is affirmed. 

OKLAHOMA CRIMINAL COURT OF APPEALS. 

Habit-Forming Drugs — A Conviction for Unlawful Selling of Narcotic Drugs 

Sustained. 

Harrison v. State. (May 27, 1916). 

The Criminal Court of Appeals of Oklahoma sustained a conviction under a State 
statute which prohibited the sale of habit-forming drugs except upon a physician's 
prescription. This law was published in Public Health Bulletin No. 56 at page 191. 

The action was begun by an information, which was filed by the prosecuting attor- 
ney. This information was attacked on the ground that it did not allege that the 
drugs were not sold on a physician's prescription; but the court decided that this 
allegation was not necessary under the Oklahoma law and that the information was 
sufficient. 

The court also decided that the evidence which was presented was sufficient to 
support the verdict of guilty. 

The opinion appears in 157 Pacific Reporter, page 707. 



